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REMARKS 

I. Introduction . 

Claims 1-19 are pending and stand rejected. Claims 1-19 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. Section 103(a), 

17. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C S 103 

A. Rejection of Claims 1-13, 15. and 17-19 . 

Claims 1-13, 15, and 17-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 5,403,548, Aibe, et aL in view of U.S. Patent 5,772,959, 
Bermas. 

The Office Action states that with respect to Claims 1, 9, and 11 that it would have 
been obvious to utilize the teachings of Bermas and Aibe, et al. in order to maximize the 
rate of deodorization inside refrigerators by combining passive and active deodorizers. 

Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
Claim 1 has been amended to claim an embodiment in which the filter member is a forced 
air filter member, and the air moving member draws air through at least a portion of said 
sodium bicarbonate-containing filter medium. The combination of references cited do not 
contain any disclosure of a device in which air is forced through a sodium bicarbonate- 
containing filter medium. 

Claims 2-5 and 17-18 are either directly or indirectly dependent from Claim 1, and 
for the reasons set forth above, are nonobvious over the Aibe, et al. reference. 

Further, with respect to Claim s/kmrher reference discloses the use of sodium 

bicarbonate in a filter member that is sufficiently p ervious to air so that said fa n can convey 

air through said filter member. They disclose the use of other materials, namely activated 

<— - — "~ — ~~— — — — » 

carbon, in a form through which air can pass. While it is acknowledged that sodium 

bicarbonate has been used for deodorizing refrigerators, it is usually provided in a d ense 

r: — " " 

powder f orm wruc hj^ftg n, ot p^mi t_tha^Afc&A|yu ^ The references do not 

\ ■ 

add a teaching that addresses this deficiency in the prior art uses of sodim bicarbonate. The 
Applicant expressly disagrees with the statement on page 7 of the Office Action that "one 



skilled in the art would have been motivated to modify Aibe's apparatus to includ a known 
deodorizer such as sodium bicarbonate in'granulaT form such that it is sufficiently pervious 
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for the system to operate. In order to establish a prima facie obviousness rej ction, the 
Examiner has to point to some teaching or disclosure in the references of the desirability of 
making the asserted modification. Here, there is none. 

With respect to Claim 18, the disclosure of the gas inlet and outlet being disposed 
in any position in the casing in Aibe, is not a teaching or disclosure of any particular shape, 
but is rather a disclosure of a possible positional relationships. T here is abso lutely no 
teaching or disclosure of the interfacing parts of a filter member and an air moving member (Jy 
hSving complementary hemispherical shapes. 

With respect to the discussion of the rest of the claims enumerated in this rejection, 
the Applicants incorporate the arguments in their previous Amendment in response thereto. 

B. Rejection _of Claims 14 and 16 . 

Claims 14 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 5,403,548, Aibe, et al. in view of U.S. Patent 5,772,959, Bennas and 
further in view of U.S. Patent 5,288,306, Aibe, et al. 

The Office Action states that Aibe ? et al. '306 teaches multiple filter members that 
can be used interchangeably, and that it would have been obvious to "modify the method 

andj mp^atus o f A ibe -Jto incto^ a plurality of filter v / 

members having varying : ads orbe nt jiffinities for mal o dorous components, even a gas 
containing manyjdnds^^ comgonejgs ^ c^beefl^ientl y aw eI^Dinated/ , 

Claim 14 is dependent from Claim 11. In order to establish a prima facie 
obviousness rejection, the Examiner has to point to some teaching or disclosure in the 


references of the desirability of providing a first filter member that at least partially 


A. 


comprises sodium bicart^ate^h^is'^m^iehtiy pervious to air so that an air moving 
mgmber^caji^ filter member, and positioning a second filter 

melnber inside a confined space independent of the first filter member. Again, there is 
none. 

- ^ Claim 16 has been amended to make it clear that the substance being emitted into 
the atmosphere is distinct from deodorized air. The Examiner has not pointed to any 
teaching in any of the references that discloses a device that emits a substance that is 
distinct from deodorized air. 
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ILL Summary , 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration of the application and allowance of all 
claims are respectfully requested. 


Respectfully submitted, t ^XJ ^ 

PAUL STIROS, ET AL. ^> ^ 

Jeffrey^ Bamber X? fff 

Attorney for AppHcant(s) .Jf 6 
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